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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1 . Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: the word "that" 
appears to have been inadvertently omitted from the phrase "A computer system 
transfers data...." Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

3. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

4. Functional descriptive material ("a program") is not statutory in the absence of a 
structurally and functionally interrelated computer-readable medium. See MPEP § 
2106.01. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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6. Claims 6-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

7. As to claim 6, the claim introduces blocks and pluralities of blocks several times 
on lines 12-16, but refers to "the block" on line 17. It is unclear to which block this refers. 

8. As to claim 7, lines 5-6 recite "the plurality of blocks," but this may refer to any of 
the blocks or pluralities of blocks previously introduced. Consequently, the claim in 
unclear. 

9. As to claim 8, lines 6 and 1 1 recite "the block" and "the plurality of blocks," 
respectively, but these may refer to any of the blocks or pluralities of blocks previously 
introduced. Consequently, the claim is unclear. 

10. As to claims 10 and 16, the claims are generally narrative and indefinite, failing to 
confomn to current U.S. practice. They appear to be a literal translation into English 
from a foreign document and are replete with grammatical and idiomatic errors. The 
Examiner recommends rewriting the claims to clearly delineate the steps perfomned. 
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1 1 . Any claim not specifically addressed above is rejected as inheriting the 
deficiencies of a parent claim upon which it depends. Additionally, the list of issues 
presented above is not exhaustive. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

12. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

13. Claims 1, 2, 6, 9, 10, and 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Soltis (US PGPUB 2002/0083120). 

14. As to claim 1 , Soltis shows a computer system that transfers data from a first 
storage unit (Nasan client 142: see Fig. 1 1) to a second storage unit (NAS server 106) 
via a network, said computer system comprising: 

a. a first controller (Nasan file system 322) which transfers data stored in 
said first storage unit, to said second storage unit using a block transfer protocol 
(see [0147] and note that Nasan layer 322 can "service the [write] request using 
the SAN write data-path 326," and that the SANs make use of a block-level 
protocol, as described in [0052]); 
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b. a table which associates a file composed of a plurality of blocks of data 
with blocks of data constituting the file (comprising an allocation table: see Fig. 6 
and[0010H0012]); and 

c. a second controller (remote file system 156), which, in response to 
information that identifies a block from said first controller, identifies a file 
corresponding to the block using said table and transfers the identified file to said 
second storage unit using a file transfer protocol (see [0152] and note that the 
NAS data-path 148 makes use of a file-level protocol, as described in [0029]). 

Note that Nasan file system 322 necessarily sends remote file system 156 "information 
that identifies a block," since any infonnation that specifies a file for transfer also 
identifies a corresponding block. Similarly, in order to transfer the file, remote file system 
156 must use the allocation table to identify it. 

15. As to claim 2, Soltis shows the limitations of claim 1 as applied above, and 
further shows wherein the transfer using the block transfer protocol is performed via a 
SAN (Storage Area Network) and the transfer using the file transfer protocol is 
performed via a LAN (Local Area Network). See Fig. 1 1 . 

16. As to claim 6, Soltis shows a computer system that transfers data from a first 
storage unit (Nasan client 150) to a second storage unit (NAS server 106) via a first 
network (SAN 128) and a second network (LAN 104), said computer system 
comprising: 
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a. a first controller (Nasan file system 322) that transfers data, stored in said 
first storage unit, to said second storage unit on a block basis via the first network 
(see [0147] and note that Nasan layer 322 can "service the [write] request using 
the SAN write data-path 326," and that the SANs make use of a block-level 
protocol, as described in [0052]); and 

b. a second controller (remote file system 156) that transfers data, stored in 
said first storage unit, to said second storage unit on a file basis via the second 
network (see [0152] and note that the NAS data-path 148 makes use of a file- 
level protocol, as described in [0029]), 

c. wherein said second controller manages an association between a file 
composed of a plurality of blocks of data and the blocks of data constituting the 
file (a necessary function of any filesystem: see [0003] and [0010]-[0012]), and, 
upon receiving infomnation identifying a block from said fist controller, transfers a 
file including data of the block to said second storage unit on a file basis (see 
[0152]). 

17. As to claim 9, Soltis shows the limitations of claim 6 as applied above, and 
further shows wherein said first controller and said second controller are in the same 
cabinet (comprising the cabinet which encloses Nasan client 142). 

18. As to claim 10, the claim contains subject matter similar to claims 1 and 6, and is 
rejected for the same reasons. 
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19. As to claim 14, Soltis sliows ttie limitations of claim 10 as applied above, and 
further shows wherein said computer system notifies information identifying a block 
address to said first controller to request to transfer data on a block basis. Note that 
write requests from application programs 150 necessarily send remote file system 156 
"information identifying a block," since any infomriation that specifies a file for transfer 
also identifies a corresponding block. See [0147]. 

20. As to claim 15, Soltis shows the limitations of claim 14 as applied above, and 
further shows wherein the data transfer on a block basis and the data transfer on a file 
basis use different networks (see Fig. 11). 

21 . As to claim 16, the claim contains subject matter similar to claims 1 and 6, and is 
rejected for the same reasons. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

22. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

23. Claims 3-5, 7, and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Soltis in view of Ayres (US Pat. No. 7,134,040). 
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24. As to claim 3, Soltis shows the limitations of claim 1 as applied above, and 
further shows said first controller notifying information identifying a block to said second 
controller based on "numerous factors" (see [0147]), but does not show that one of 
those factors is the detection of a transfer failure. 

25. Ayres shows notifying a controller (comprising an available adapter 12a or ^2b) 
of information identifying a block (comprising a current device position) based on the 
detection of a transfer failure (see col. 6, line 23 to col. 7, line 10). 

26. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system of Soltis with the notification of information taught by 
Ayres in order to automatically choose an available path to a storage device when the 
initial path fails (see col. 1, lines 53-61). 

27. As to claim 4, the combination of Soltis and Ayres shows the limitations of claim 

3 as applied above, and further shows wherein the identified file includes data of blocks 
other than the block related to the transfer failure (see Soltis, [0010], which described 
that files typically contain multiple data blocks). 

28. As to claim 5, the combination of Soltis and Ayres shows the limitations of claim 

4 as applied above, and further shows wherein the data of blocks other than the block 
related to the transfer failure is data that has been transferred by said first controller 
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using the block transfer protocol (note that, as taught by Ayres, the failure may occur 
after data has already been transferred: see col. 6, lines 23-28). 

29. As to claim 7, Soltis shows the limitations of claim 6 as applied above, but does 
not show wherein, when the transfer on a file basis fails, said second controller 
identifies a plurality of bipcks related to the transfer-failed file and instructs said first 
controller to transfer data of the plurality of blocks. 

30. Ayres shows when a transfer fails, a controller (device driver 8) identifies a 
plurality of blocks (comprising the block remaining to be transferred) related to the 
transfer-failed file and instructs a second controller (comprising an available adapter 
12a or 12/}) to transfer data of the plurality of blocks (see col. 6, line 23 to col. 7, line 
10). 

31 . It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system of Soltis with the notification of information taught by 
Ayres in order to automatically choose an available path to a storage device when the 
initial path fails (see col. 1 , lines 53-61). 

32. As to claim 13, Soltis shows the limitations of claim 10 as applied above, and 
further shows said first controller notifying information identifying a block address to said 
second controller based on "numerous factors" (see [0147]), but does not show that one 
of those factors is the detection of a transfer failure. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/784, 1 1 1 Page 1 0 

Art Unit: 2142 

33. Ayres shows notifying a controller (comprising an available adapter 12a or 126) 
of information identifying a block address (comprising a current device position) based 
on the detection of a transfer failure (see col. 6, line 23 to col. 7, line 10). 

34. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system of Soltis with the notification of information taught by 
Ayres in order to automatically choose an available path to a storage device when the 
initial path fails (see col. 1, lines 53-61). 

35. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Soltis in 
view of Ayres, and further in view of Duncan et al. (US PGPUB 2004/0098637, 
hereinafter "Duncan"). 

36. The combination of Soltis and Ayres shows the limitations of claim 7 as applied 
above, but does not show wherein said first storage unit comprises a main volume and 
a sub volume that store the same contents of data and wherein, when a transfer of data, 
stored on said sub volume, on a block basis fails, said first controller notifies infomiation 
identifying the block of transfer-failed data to said second controller and, in response to 
an instruction to transfer data of a plurality of blocks related to the transfer-failed file 
from said second controller, transfers data corresponding to the plurality of blocks, 
stored on said main volume, on a block basis. 

37. Ayres shows notifying information identifying blocks of transfer-failed data 
(comprising a current device position) and instructing a controller to transfer data 
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corresponding to the plurality of blocks (comprising an available adapter 12d or 126). 
See col. 6, line 23 to col. 7, line 10. 

38. Duncan shows a first storage unit (storage device 1 30) comprising a main 
volume (secondary storage system 118) and a sub volume (primary storage system 
108) that store the same contents of data (see [0021]). Duncan further shows wherein 
transfer of data stored on said sub-volume fails, transferring data stored on said main 
volume (see [0025]). 

39. It would have been obvious to further modify the system of Soltis in view of Ayres 
with the notifying and instructing taught by Ayres in order to identify data which needs to 
be transferred. It would have been obvious to further modify the system of Soltis in view 
of Ayres with the failure handling of Duncan in order to provide volume failover from one 
array to another in a manner transparent to a host operating system (see Duncan, 
[0006]). 

40. Claims 1 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Soltis in view of Tzelnic (US Pat. No. 5,948,062). 

41 . As to claim 1 1 , Soltis shows the limitations of claim 10 as applied above, but 
does not show wherein said second controller transfers a management table, which 
associates the information identifying block addresses with a file identifier, to said other 
computer when data is transferred on a file basis. 
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42. Tzelnic shows transferring a management table wliich associates information 
identifying block addresses with file identifiers (see col. 11, lines 1-5 and col. 12, lines 
12-15). 

43. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention of modify the system of Soltis with the management table transfer taught by 
Tzelnic in order to maintain consistency between storage devices (see Tzelnic, col. 1 1 , 
lines 6-8). 

44. As to claim 12, Soltis shows the limitations of claim 10 as applied above, but 
does not show wherein the information identifying a block address is a logical block 
address. 

45. Tzelnic shows logical block addresses (see col. 12, lines 12-15). 

46. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system of Soltis with logical block addresses as taught by 
Tzelnic in order to provide a layer of abstraction between the addresses applications 
use to access data and the physical location of blocks on disk. 

Conclusion 

47. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

48. Takamatsu et al. (US Pat. No. 5,1 19,488) shows selecting an access path for I/O 
requests in the event a first path fails. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christopher D. Biagini whose telephone number is (571) 

272- 9743. The examiner can normally be reached on M-R 7:30-5, 7:30-4 alternate 
Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Caldwell can be reached on (571) 272-3868. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 830Q. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status infomriation for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infomiation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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